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Abstract 

Theories of taste-based discrimination predict that competitive pressures will drive 

discriminatory behavior out of the market. Using detailed matched employer-employee 

data, we analyze how product market competition and firm takeovers are related to the 

gender composition of the firm’s workforce and the gender wage gap. While some results 

are in line with the theoretical predictions, the estimated effects are small. Further, there 

is no relation between firm profitability and female employment shares. It therefore 

seems unlikely that market forces will have a substantial impact on gender differences in 

labor market outcomes. 
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1. Introduction 

Throughout the world, women earn less than men and far fewer women than men 

hold corporate management positions. The differences in labor market outcomes between 

men and women are too large to be readily explained by observable differences in 

productivity. For example, among private employees in Sweden, women in 2002 earned 

12% less than men after adjusting for differences in educational attainment, experience 

and firm specific effects.1 Further, women only held 11% of top management positions in 

Swedish public firms (Renstig and Westlin, 2006). The sheer size of these differences is 

suggestive – but not in themselves proof – of gender discrimination being a pervasive 

social phenomenon. 

If the discrimination of women in the labor market is as persuasive as the above 

figures suggest, it is a major source of inefficiency. Inefficiencies, however, tend to be 

competed away. In fact, ever since Becker (1957; 1971) presented his seminal theory of 

taste-based discrimination, it has been suggested that labor market discrimination can be 

competed away, at least if discrimination is based on employer preferences.2 The 

implication of Becker’s theory is that the degree of competition will have an effect on 

discriminatory practices. If product market competition is tough, only the most efficient 

firms will survive and inefficient discrimination will, at least gradually, be eliminated. 

The market for corporate control is another mechanism through which discriminatory 

behavior can be driven out of the market. The reason is that a non-discriminatory owner 

                                                 
1 This estimate comes from running log wages on a female dummy, (potential) experience and its square, 
seven educational dummies, and firm specific fixed effects using OLS. The data is the same as in the rest of 
this paper, and the number of observations is 972 258.   
2 This is not the case when discrimination is due to customer or employee discriminatory preferences or due 
to so called statistical discrimination. 
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can make higher profits than a discriminatory one. If this is true, a firm is more valuable 

in the hands of a non-discriminatory owner. Hence, ownership of discriminatory firms 

will tend to be transferred to owners with less discriminatory attitudes.  

In this paper, we use a very large and detailed panel of Swedish employer-

employee data to study if competitive forces are likely to reduce gender differences in 

labor market outcomes. More precisely, we analyze how product market competition and 

firm takeovers are related to the gender composition of the firm’s workforce and the 

gender wage gap. Using detailed information on employee education and job tasks, we 

are also able to study the impact on different groups of workers, addressing the important 

issue of employee heterogeneity. 

Previous empirical studies of the impact of market forces on discrimination focus 

on competition on the product market. The major contribution of this study is to explore 

the prediction that firm takeovers should affect the prevalence of discrimination. The 

only previous study, at least to our knowledge, studying ownership changes and 

discrimination is Hellerstein et al (2002) who study if discriminating firms are more 

likely to change ownership. Here we study both the probability of a takeover and the 

effects of a change of ownership.  

The implications from Becker’s theory that new owners should, on average, be 

more efficient and less discriminatory, are analyzed in a within firm difference-in-

difference setting. The results show that while ownership changes on average are not 

associated with an increase in the share of women employed, this is indeed the case when 

product market competition is weak. While this is in line with Becker’s theory and 

indicative of discrimination against women, the results also show that ownership changes 
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on fiercely competitive markets are related to an increase in the share of male employees. 

Since discrimination against any gender is unlikely to survive under such market 

conditions, this result is hard to reconcile with taste-based theories of discrimination.  

Another indication of labor market discrimination, and that competitive pressures 

can reduce discriminatory practices, would be if firms with a relatively low share of 

female employees were more likely takeover targets. If anything, our results suggest the 

opposite, but omitted variables could be biasing these cross-sectional estimates.  

Our results thus give limited support for the hypothesis that market forces are 

capable of improving the relative position of women in Sweden. There is some indication 

in our data that firms employ relatively more women when product market competition 

increases, but the estimated effects are small. Further, we find that male-female wage 

differentials are reduced as product market competition increases although, again, the 

estimated effects are small: increasing our measure of competition by one standard 

deviation is associated with a 0.5 percentage point reduction of the gender wage gap. 

Notably, this result is due to competition being associated with lower male wages, rather 

than higher female earnings, indicating that rents are disproportionally shared with men. 

This is in line with the findings in Black and Strahan (2001) who study effects of 

deregulation of the banking sector in the US. They find that male wages were reduced 

more than female, thus improving the relative wages of women. 

 A long line of empirical research, starting with Becker’s own analysis, has 

related various measures of product market competition to the extent of labor market 

discrimination. The results from previous research are mixed, but at least later studies 

tend to find that competition on the product market hold back discrimination (see e.g. 
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Ashenfelter and Hannan 1986, Black and Brainard 2004, Hellerstein el al 2002 and Meng 

2004). Product market competition has usually been measured using industry level 

concentration ratios and firm level measures of market power. Ashenfelter and Hannan 

(1986), for example, use three-firm concentration ratio when studying the local banking 

sector in the US. Concentration ratios are also used by Black and Brainard (2004) when 

studying the impact of increased import on relative female wages in concentrated and 

competitive industries. Hellerstein et al (2002), on the other hand, use the firm’s own 

market share as a measure of the firm’s exposure to product market competition. This 

study improves on earlier research by using a theoretically more sound measure of 

industry level product market competition developed by Boone (2004) and Boone et al 

(2007).3 Also the detailed data used in this study is a substantial improvement on earlier 

literature, not the least because of the large coverage across firms and industries, and the 

long time span.   

In short we find little evidence that market forces have any substantial effects on 

gender differences in labor market outcomes. An important question then arises: Is this 

because Swedish firms do not discriminate or because competitive forces do not have any 

sizeable effect on discrimination? One piece of evidence supporting the hypothesis that 

(taste-based) discrimination is a minor problem among Swedish firms is that we find no 

relation between the share of female employees and firm profitability.  

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we discuss different 

theories of labor market discrimination. The data and descriptive statistics are presented 

                                                 
3 The measure, which is described in greater detail below, is based on the within-industry profit response to 
changes in producer costs. An industry where the elasticity of profits to costs is high (in absolute terms) is 
according to this measure also highly competitive. 
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in Section 3. In Section 4 we discuss our empirical methodology. The results are 

presented in Section 5 and Section 6 concludes the paper.  

 

2. Theoretical discussion and predictions 

2.1 Taste-based discrimination 

Theories of taste-based discrimination suggest that market forces under some conditions 

will work to reduce discriminatory practices.4 The underlying reason is that 

discrimination comes at a cost to the firm owner. If discrimination is prevalent and 

female wages are lower than their marginal product, profits would increase if more 

women were employed at the going market wage. Thus, if product market competition is 

strong, firms that incur the efficiency loss from discriminating against women will be 

competed away from the market.5 As a result we expect that there is a larger share of 

women employed in non-discriminatory firms and that product market competition limits 

discrimination. 

 Not just product market competition, but also the market for corporate control 

will work to reduce taste-based discrimination. The reason is that a non-discriminatory 

owner can make higher profits than a discriminatory one. Hence, ownership of 

discriminatory firms will tend to be transferred to owners with less discriminatory 

attitudes. The predictions from this reasoning are quite clear. On average, we expect the 

                                                 
4 Hellerstein et al (2002) provides a simple model that clearly illustrates the main predictions from Becker’s 
theory of discrimination. 
5 Perfect product market competition will put an end to discrimination if there are a sufficient number of 
potential employers with non-discriminatory tastes.  Entry will also terminate discrimination when there is 
at least one non-discriminating employer and non-decreasing returns to scale (Becker, 1971).   
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share of female employees to increase after an acquisition has taken place. Further, we 

expect this effect to be larger when product market competition is weak.  

Since wages are set by the market, it is not clear that takeovers and differences in 

product market competition should give rise to differences in the gender wage gap across 

firms. To be more precise, the wage gap ought to be the same for all firms recruiting 

similar workers on the same labor market. What is the relevant market for a certain type 

of labor may, however, only be firms active in one or two industries. In this case, stronger 

competition on the product market in an industry may reduce the industry’s equilibrium 

gender wage gap. If, on the other hand, the type of labor is used in many sectors in the 

economy, changes in the product market competition in one industry should only have 

negligible effects on the firm’s gender wage gap. An analogous reasoning suggest that the 

effects of a change in firm ownership may have limited effects since a change in a single 

firm’s attitude towards women will only have marginal effects on equilibrium wages. 

However, as discussed above the effect may differ across educational and occupational 

groups. 

A reason to study wages is that firms may share rents with workers. Weak product 

market competition should give rise to larger rents and thus possible higher wages. 

Moreover, since discriminating firms prefer men, these rents may be disproportionally 

shared with their male employees. Thus, we expect that product market competition 

lowers wages and improve the relative wages of women. In this case a takeover may also 

reduce discrimination and thus the firm’s gender wage gap.  
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2.2 Other theories of discrimination 

Recently a new explanation for discrimination has raised interest among 

economists. Based on evidence in psychology the argument is that discrimination may be 

unintentional, rather then due to taste for a certain group. Bertrand et al (2005) suggest 

that this type of “implicit” discrimination should be less apparent in hiring situations 

when the review process is more structured and when there is more time to access the 

qualities of the applicants. Hence, structured and well-functioning human resource 

management may be important for reducing implicit discrimination in employment 

choices. One can assume that more efficient firm’s should, on average, have better 

resource management. In that case, the theory of implicit discrimination yields the same 

predictions about the impact of market forces on the labor market outcome for men and 

women as the taste-based theory of discrimination.6 

Another reason for discrimination, pointed out in the literature, is due to 

information difficulties about workers. Then, so called statistical discrimination may give 

rise to different opportunities for men and women, which, in turn, affect human capital 

acquirement. Although men and women have the same ability to start with, statistical 

discrimination can result in a worse labor market outcome for women (see Altonji and 

Blank (1999) for an overview). It is important to note that market forces are not likely to 

curb this kind of discrimination. 

 

                                                 
6 Bloom and Van Reenen (2007) provide evidence that competition on the product market and the market 
for corporate control improve management quality. They show that poor management practices are more 
likely to survive in less competitive industries. Moreover, family-controlled firms passing control down to 
the eldest son, and thus are isolated from the market for corporate control, exhibit particularly poor 
management practices.  
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3. Data and Descriptive Statistics 

3.1 Individual and firm level data 

The analysis is based on three register-based data sets from Statistics Sweden spanning 

the period 1990-2002. First, for the period 1996-2002 the financial statistics (FS) contain 

detailed firm-level information on all Swedish firms. For the period 1990-1995 we have 

data on all manufacturing firms with at least 20 employees and non-manufacturing firms 

with at least 50 employees. Examples of variables included are value added, capital stock 

(book value), number of employees, total wages, ownership status, profits, sales and 

industry affiliation. 

Second, the Regional labor market statistics (RAMS) includes data on all 

establishments spanning the period 1990-2002. RAMS add establishment information on 

the composition of the labor force with respect to educational level and demographics.7  

Finally, the individual wage statistics database (LS) contains detailed information 

from official registers on a very large representative sample of employed individuals. The 

LS spans the period 1990-2002 and has approximately 2 million observations per year 

which is roughly 50 percent of the Swedish labor force. Examples of variables included 

are full-time equivalent wages, education, labor market experience, gender and type of 

job. 

The data sets are matched by unique identification codes. In order to make the 

sample of firms consistent throughout the time period, we restrict our analysis to firms 

with at least 20 employees.  

                                                 
7 The plant level data are aggregated to the firm level. 
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Firm level data are used to identify takeovers and to measure the degree of 

competition. The data on ownership status originate from a categorical variable, defined 

as one if at least 50 percent of the equity is foreign owned, and zero otherwise. Firms that 

change ownership are compared to firms that do not change ownership. Our acquisition 

dummy is equal to one if a firm changes ownership from domestic to foreign or from 

foreign to domestic. We restrict our sample to firms that are either domestically owned 

during the entire period or change ownership once during the period. Unfortunately, data 

restrictions do not allow us to analyze the effects of purely domestic takeovers. This 

means that there are domestic ownership changes taking place without being observed in 

our data.  

3.2 Measure of product market competition 

Our measure of product market competition is based on Boone et al. (2007). The 

theoretical foundation for this measure is described in Boone (2004). The starting point 

for these papers is that traditional measures of competition, such as concentration ratios 

and price-cost margins, are theoretically invalid and of limited empirical value. The 

theoretically sound measure of competition they derive is based on the within-industry 

elasticity of variable profits with respect to marginal costs. The measure of competition is 

generated by estimating the following relation for each 2-digit SNI industry, using OLS8: 

 

ln (πit) = αi + αt + βt ln (cit). 

 

                                                 
8 SNI roughly corresponds to the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC). 
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Subscript i is a firm level identifier, and t indicates time period. Variable profits, 

π, are defined as value added less the total wage bill. Marginal costs are approximated by 

average variable costs, c, which are defined as the total wage bill plus the costs of 

variable inputs (sales less value added), divided by sales.9 Unobservable heterogeneity is 

taken into account by firm fixed effects, αi, and time fixed effects, αt. The absolute value 

of the estimated profit elasticity, βt, is used as our measure of product market 

competition. 

Using this method, our results show that product market competition (averaged 

over the 1990-2002 period) is lowest in the utilities (SNI 40), followed by the banking 

sector (65), rental services (71), transport services (61), and the construction industry 

(45). Apparel (18) is the most competitive industry, followed by transport equipment 

(35), the paper industry (21) and electronic components (32). The resulting ranking of 

industries thus has considerable intuitive appeal. The industries characterized by weak 

competition are active mainly on the domestic market, whereas industries exposed to 

tough international competition are active on markets characterized with strong product 

market competition.  

 

3.3 Summary statistics 

Variable definitions and descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1. Column 

one shows the mean and standard deviations for the whole sample of firms and column 

two covers the firms for which we also have access to individual level data. The latter 

                                                 
9 In other words, c = (sales - value added + wages)/sales. 
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matched data will be used in our analysis using individual level data. The data set based 

on the total sample will be used in the firm level analysis.10 

 

[Table 1 about here] 

 

As can be seen in the first row, on average about 30 percent of the employees are 

women and there is substantial variation across firms.11 The smaller sample of firms with 

data on individual level differs somewhat from the larger sample of firms. In particular, 

the firms seem to be larger, more capital and R&D intensive and sell more abroad.  

The market for corporate control in Sweden has become more competitive over 

time as the rules surrounding foreign ownership have become less complicated. There 

was a substantial increase of foreign ownership in the Swedish economy during the 

1990s. The share of employees in foreign owned firms in the private sector increased 

from about 9% percent 1990 and increased to roughly 13 percent 1996 and 23 percent 

2005 (ITPS, 2006). There are several reasons for this development. For instance, the 

deregulation of capital and foreign exchange markets in the late 1980s opened up Sweden 

for inflows of FDI. Two other important factors include the Swedish membership in the 

European Union in 1995 and the currency crisis in 1992. The latter event reduced the cost 

of Swedish assets and the cost of locating production in Sweden.  

Table 2 shows the number of firms in our sample, and the number and share of 

firms that changes ownership.  

                                                 
10 As a test of robustness we will also present firm-level results that are based on the matched sample.  
11 The female participation rate is Sweden is higher. In 2002, for example, 48 percent of the workforce was 
women. The lower figures in this data set reflect the fact that women to larger extent are employed in the 
public sector. 



 12 

 

[Table 2 about here] 

 

4. How we test predictions from the theory of taste-based 

discrimination  

We begin our analysis by examining the effect of product market competition and 

ownership changes on the share of female employees by estimating the following firm 

level regression: 

 

yjt  =  a1 acquisitionjt + a2 competitionjt + a3 acquisitionjt×compj + Xjt’a + µ j + µ t + �jt.     (1) 

 

Here, yjt is the share of women employed by firm j at time period t, while 

acquisition is an indicator variable taking the value one in the period in which an 

ownership change is recorded and thereafter. Competition is our industry level measure 

of product market competition, described in Section 3.2, Comp is the same measure of 

product market competition in the period that the acquisition takes place. X is a vector of 

firm level control variables such as (log) firm size, capital intensity, export intensity, 

R&D per employee, share of employees with higher education, labor productivity and 

industry affiliation. Finally, µ j and µ t are firm and time period fixed effects, respectively, 

and εjt is the error term. To allow for within firm correlation over time, standard errors 

are adjusted for clustering at the firm level. In some specifications, when studying the 

impact of product market competition, we cluster standard errors at the industry level. 
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Equation (1) will also be estimated separately for different types of labor to address labor 

heterogeneity and to study if the effects vary between different skill groups.12  

 We expect a1 to be positive and a3 to be negative. In other words, we expect firms 

to employ a larger share of women after a new owner has taken control of the firm, and 

that this effect is weaker when product market competition is high. Strong product market 

competition is also by itself expected to have a positive effect on the share of women, 

thus a2 >0.  

This difference-in-difference approach of course suffers from a potential 

endogeneity problem. In fact, the theoretical reasoning behind the regression tells us that 

ownership should change hands in order to reduce discriminatory practices. In other 

words, firms discriminating against women should employ fewer women. As a result they 

should be likely takeover targets and consequently the new owners will employ more 

women. Hence, any results should not be read as indication that takeovers in general 

would affect discrimination, but rather that actual takeovers, partly motivated by 

discriminatory practices among target firms, have an effect on future discrimination.  

Next, we study how product market competition and takeovers affect the gender 

wage gap by estimating the following individual level regression: 

 

ln(wage)ijt = b1acquisitionjt×womi + b2competitionjt×womi  

+ b3 acquisitionjt×compj×womi + b4 acquisitionjt×compj + b5 acquisitionjt   

+ b6 competitionjt + Xjt’b + Zit’b + µ ij + µ t + �ijt.     

   (2) 

 
                                                 
12 See Table 1 for information on how employees are classified into different skill groups. 
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In this regression, ln(wage)ijt is the log of the full-time equivalent monthly wage 

of an individual i, employed by firm j at time period t, and wom is a dummy variable 

taking the value one for women. The interaction terms should be self-explanatory, while 

X is a vector of time-varying firm level controls and Z time-varying individual controls. 

We include a “spell” fixed-effect µ ij for each unique firm-individual combination (see 

e.g. Andrews et al., 2005).13 Finally, µ j are time fixed effects and εijt is the error term.  

Equation (2) will also be estimated separately for different educational groups. 

We expect b1 to be positive and b5 to negative. A takeover could lower wages if 

previous owners shared rents with their workers, and in case of pre-takeover 

discrimination, wages should fall more for men then women. Since rents are more likely 

to exist on markets with poor product market competition b3 should be positive. For the 

same reason, we expect b4 to be positive: takeovers should reduce wages more when 

competition I weak. We expect b2 to be positive, which means that we expect wage 

differences between men and women to be relatively small in highly competitive 

industries. Finally, we expect b6 to be negative since increased competition reduces the 

scope for rent sharing with employees. 

We clearly recognize the possibility that ownership changes can be endogenous to 

discriminatory practices. In fact, this possibility motivates our study. In order to directly 

analyze this question, we supplement the above analysis by estimating the probability 

that firms change owners. We do this by estimating the following pooled cross-sectional 

regression: 

                                                 
13 Note that in the case of no mobility between firms, individual fixed-effects and individual-firm spell 
fixed-effects are identical. Since the structure of our data is such that information on employees originates 
from repeated samples of firms, there is limited mobility between firms over time. This means that 
individual fixed effects and spell-fixed effects are very similar.  
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acquisitionjt = α1 share of womenjt-1 + Xjt-1’ α + µ st + �jt. 

 

The dependent variable takes the value one in the year that an ownership change 

takes place, and zero in the time periods before. In periods after an ownership change has 

occurred, this observation is dropped from the sample. The explanatory variables are 

lagged one period as they may be directly affected by the change in ownership. Since we 

cannot include firm specific effects in this analysis, industry adjustments are crucial. 

Therefore, the regressions include industry-time period fixed effects, µ st, so that we 

estimate the relationship in deviations from the industry mean. To see if the relation 

differs depending on the degree of market competition, we also include an interaction 

between this variable and the share of women employed.  

The prediction from theories of taste based discrimination is straightforward:  

Firms that incur the efficiency loss of discriminatory behavior are, all else equal, more 

likely to be targets of takeovers. Hence, provided that women are discriminated against 

on the labor market, we expect α1 to be negative. As before, we expect that the (potential) 

relation between the share of women employed and takeovers to be weaker when product 

market competition is high. The reason is that fierce product market competition in itself 

is likely to keep discriminatory practices at bay. 

Finally, if women are discriminated against in the sense of being paid less than 

their marginal product, theory predicts that firms that employ a larger fraction of women 

will be more profitable. To test this hypothesis, we will run firm-level panel regressions 

with profitability as the dependent variable, and the share of women as the main 
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explanatory variable. Again, we expect a relation between profitability and the share of 

women employed to be particularly strong if product market competition is weak. By 

studying changes within firms, as opposed to differences across firms, we are able to 

control for time-invariant differences across firms. 

 

5. Results 

5.1. Evidence of taste-based discrimination in employment decisions 

The first question we address is if employment decisions are correlated with 

takeovers and the level of product market competition. If this is the case, we expect 

takeovers to increase the share of women employed, and more so when product market 

competition is weak. Moreover, an increase in product market competition should, by 

increasing the cost of discrimination, induce the firm to hire more women. Table 3 

presents results showing some evidence in line with the predictions.  

 

[Table 3 about here] 

 

In the first column we estimate the effect of a takeover using a within firm 

differences-in-differences specification. Thus, we compare the firm’s employment 

decisions before and after the takeover in relation to firms that do not change ownership. 

As can be seen in column 1 there is a weak and small positive direct effect of a takeover 

on the share of women employed in the firm. The level of competition on the product 

market, however, does not directly affect the firms’ employment decisions (column 2). In 
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all specifications in Table 3, except those in column 2, standard errors are clustered at the 

firm level. In column 2, they are clustered at the industry level as the measure of 

competition is aggregated to this level. The clustering to industry level is revealed to be 

important as the significant effect of product market competition in columns 3 and 4 

disappears when standard errors are clustered at the industry level.14  

In column 4, we consider the interaction effect between takeovers and 

competition. As discussed above, we expect the impact of takeovers to be weaker when 

product market competition is tough. True to this expectation, we see that a takeover has 

a larger effect if product market competition is weak. Both the estimates of the direct 

effect and the interaction effect have the predicted signs and are statistically significant at 

the 1 percent level. Then again, quantitatively speaking the effect of a takeover is small: 

The direct effect of a takeover, when competition equals zero (the lowest possible value), 

is that the share of women employed increases by 1.6 percentage points. When 

competition is at its mean value of about 4.5, the effect of a takeover is reduced to 

approximately a quarter of a percentage point.  

Even more disturbing – from the point of view of finding support for the theory – 

is that takeovers reduce the share of women in firms active on markets with strong 

competition. This result is difficult to reconcile with any theory of discrimination. It 

should be noted that including the industry average share of women in column 5 does not 

affect the results. 

                                                 
14 Results are available upon request. 
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As for the other control variables, it is seems as if reductions in the labor force, 

increases in R&D spending, and declines in value added per worker are associated with 

an increase in the share of women employed.15  

In Table 4, we run separate regressions for workers with different levels of 

educational attainment. This way, we can analyze if the effects of competitive pressures 

differ between different types of female employees. Due to the richness of our data, we 

believe this to be the first study having the capacity to address the question at hand for 

different worker categories separately.  

 

[Table 4 about here] 

 

 When calculating the share of women within different employee groups, we rely 

on the sample of matched employer-employee data. The first column confirms that 

effects found in Table 3 also are visible in this matched sample of firms. Columns 2 and 3 

report the estimates for the share of women among the employees with high education, 

i.e. employees with at least 3 years of university education. Evidently there are no effects 

whatsoever by competitive pressures on the on gender composition of the workforce with 

higher education. The next two columns show that an effect is apparent among the 

medium educated. Notice that the similarity of results between the share of women in 

total employment (column 1) and medium educated (column 5) should come as no 

surprise: 63 percent of all individuals fall under the category medium educated. Finally, 

                                                 
15 The result for value added (per worker) could be due to the greater prevalence of part-time work among 
women. While wages are full time equivalents in our data, we only have the number of people employed – 
not information on hours worked. 
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the results reported in the last two columns show no effects of takeovers or product 

market competition on the share of women in the group of workers with low education.  

 

5.2. Wages 

So far, we have only found weak support for the notion that market forces 

improve the relative labor market outcomes for women. Now we turn to study individual 

wages. The question we ask is if women’s relative wages are affected by a takeover or a 

change in product market competition. In this part of the analysis we control for 

individual-firm spell fixed effects to isolate the effect of a change in ownership on an 

individual’s wages. We also control for time varying firm characteristics such as number 

of employees, capital intensity and R&D spending, fraction of workforce that is high 

skilled and value added per worker.  

The results are reported in Table 5. Inspecting the first column we see that neither 

acquisition itself nor the interaction with women have any effects on wages. Although the 

estimated coefficients of the effects of a takeover are in line with theory, they are far 

from statistically significant. Hence, we can conclude that there is no direct effect of 

takeovers on the gender wage gap.  

 

[Table 5 about here] 

 

Product market competition, however, have the predicted effects on wages for 

men and women. Columns 2 and 3 show that wages on average are reduced as product 

market stiffens. As male wages fall more than female, the relative wages for women are 
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increased. This result is in line with Black and Strahan (2001) who find that banking 

deregulation reduced male wages more than female wages. The effects in economic terms 

are small, however. A standard deviation increase in the level of product market 

competition lowers male wages with 0.7 percent and female wages with 0.2 percent, 

therefore reducing the gender wage gap with 0.5 percent. As the average gender wage 

gap is around 12 percent,16 increased competition is unlikely to have a major effect on 

gender wage differences. 

As in Table 3 the results on product market competition is sensitive to the level 

clustering of standard errors. Correlation across firms within the same industry is 

obviously a problem since statistical significance drops when standard errors are 

clustered at the industry level (column 2 and 5). However, there is still a significant effect 

of product market competition. Including a large set of firm level controls (column 4-6) 

do not influence the estimation results, suggesting that omitted variables are a limited 

problem. 

In the last column we report the results when testing the hypothesis that a change 

in ownership has larger effects for firms active on markets with poor product market 

competition.  The results show no such effect. 

Table 6 shows the results when dividing the sample according to educational 

attainment. In the first column we see that for highly educated workers increased product 

market competition tend to lower male wages, improving the relative female wage. This 

is in line with the predictions from Becker’s theory of discrimination. The next column, 

however, shows an unexpected negative effect of a takeover on female relative wages. In 

the third column we study if a change in ownership has a larger effect on relative wages 
                                                 
16 See footnote 1. 
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of women when the competition on the product market is weak. In that case we expect 

the direct effect of a takeover on female relative wages to be positive and that a takeover 

on a competitive market has no or smaller effect. The results show that a takeover 

decreases female wages to a larger extent when product market competition is strong. 

Thus, the results do not provide any support for the hypothesis tested in this paper. 

In the group of medium educated employees, the results show a similar effect of 

competition but no effect of takeovers (columns 4-6). The results from the group of 

employees with low education show a somewhat different pattern. In particular, 

competition does not seem to affect wages in this group. When clustering the standard 

errors on industry level the effects of competition are no longer statistically significant 

for the low education group. 

 

[Table 6 about here] 

 

5.3. Takeovers 

Discriminatory practices should be one reason for firms to change owners. Firms 

reluctant to employ women for discriminatory reasons, would therefore be more likely 

takeover targets. Table 7 reports the results from estimating the probability that the firm 

change ownership. We find, contrary to our expectations, that firms with a large fraction 

of female workers, relative to the industry average, are more likely to change ownership. 

Column 1 show the effect of the share of women in the firm, only controlling for 

industry-time effects. In column 2 we include firm level control variables, but the result 

stay remarkably constant. Since productivity could be endogenous to discrimination we 
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show results both with and without value added per worker (columns 2 and 3), but the 

results are almost identical in the two specifications.  

 

[Table 7 about here] 

 

In the last column we investigate if the effects are different depending on the level 

of product market competition. According to the result, the share of women employed is 

less of a predictor for a takeover if the competition on the product market is strong.  

In Table 8, we study whether the fraction of women within various employee 

groups matters for the probability of a firm changing ownership. For this purpose we 

need to use our matched data, which reduces the sample size. In the first two columns, we 

therefore repeat the main analysis from Table 7 and show that the share of women is a 

strong predictor of ownership changes, but less so when competition is strong. In column 

3, we add the share of female managers to the main specification. The coefficient is 

positive, but only marginally significant. Adding the share female employees in three 

different educational categories (columns 4-6) does not alter the main result.   

 

[Table 8 here] 

 

4.4. Profits  

The analysis in Tables 7 and 8 indicates that the share of female employees is a 

positive predictor of firm takeovers. This runs contrary to our expectations that firms 

employing a relatively large share of women are, on average, more efficiently run and 
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therefore less likely takeover targets. The issue of the relation between female employees 

and firm efficiency naturally arises. One of the main predictions from theories of taste 

based discrimination is that firms than employ a relatively large share of women should 

be able to make higher profits, at least if product market competition is weak. Hellerstein 

et al (2002) test this hypothesis using US data. They find that profits are indeed positively 

related to the share of women employed. Consistent with Becker’s hypothesis, they find 

that the relation between the proportion of females and profitability is strongest among 

firms with a large market share.   

In order to address these issues, we estimate firm level fixed effects models, using 

profits per sales as a measure of profitability. If women are discriminated against in the 

sense that they are paid less in relation to their productivity than men, we expect a 

positive relation between the share of female employees and profits. 

 

[Table 9 here] 

 

As is evident from Table 9 there is no relation between firm profitability and the 

share of women employed. We expect the effect to be larger when product market 

competition is weak, but as can be seen in the last column, there are no such effects.  

We have undertaken a number of tests to analyze the robustness of this 

insignificant result. These tests include sample splits based on the size of firms (less 

than/more than 50 and 100 employees); dropping the extremes of the profit distribution; 

using lagged explanatory variables; and, finally, running cross-sectional regressions for 

each year available. In none of these specifications, there is a significant relation between 
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the share of women employed and profits. Thus, these results suggest that women are not 

discriminated against on the Swedish labor market, at least not in the sense that 

employers are prepared to forego profits in order not to hire women. 

 

6. Conclusions 

The theory on discrimination suggests that discrimination may exist due to either 

taste or information difficulties about the worker. The focus of this paper has been on the 

existence of the former, i.e. that employers discriminate women because they prefer to 

employ men rather than women. If such mechanisms are at work, competitive forces 

should reduce gender differences in labor market outcomes. The findings in this paper 

indicate that market forces, such as product market competition and takeovers, are 

unlikely to have a substantial positive impact on the relative position of Swedish female 

employees. We also find no support for the hypothesis that firms hiring a larger share of 

women are more profitable, which gives a further indication that taste-based 

discrimination is not the source of gender inequalities on the labor market.  

These results do not refute the possibility of other types of discrimination. In 

particular our paper has little to say about the severity of any potential statistical 

discrimination that may affect the labor market. What the results do say, however, is that 

policies that aim to improve the labor market outcomes for women by raising the 

awareness or changing the attitudes of employers, are likely to be ineffective. Whatever 

the root causes of the gender differences on the labor market may be, the results do not 

show that women are systematically paid less than their current productivity motivates.  
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Table 1. Variable definitions and descriptive statistics.  
 
Firm variables  Total 

sample 
Matched 
sample 

Share women Number of women/employees 0.317 
(0.247) 

0.311 
(0.229) 

Women high Number of highly educated women/employees with 
higher education. High education defined as at least 
3 years of post-secondary education. 

 0.295 
(0.302) 
[25008] 

Women medium Number of medium educated women/employees 
with medium education. Medium education defined 
as 1–2 years of upper secondary education. 

 0.315 
(0.265) 
[40235] 

Women low Number of low educated women/employees with 
low education. Low education defined as at most 9 
years of elementary education. 

 0.325 
(0.308) 
[35325] 

Acquisition A dummy variable that takes the value one the year, 
and all periods after, the firm changes ownership 
from foreign to domestic or domestic to foreign. 

0.074 
(0.262) 

0.084 
(0.277) 

Competition The elasticity of variable profits to average variable 
costs. See text for full definition. 

4.816 
(1.952) 

5.434 
(2.378) 

L Number of employees 125 
(614) 

290 
(1104) 

Capital/L (Net property, plant and equipment)/employees (in 
million SEK). 

0.291 
(1.036) 

0.345 
(1.060) 

R&D/L Spending on R&D/employees (million 
kronor)?KOLLA 

6.569 
(60.108) 

13.163 
(84.312) 

Share high skilled Number of high skilled/ employees 0.193 
(0.212) 

0.178 
(0.188) 

Value added/L (Sales-operational expenses excluding 
wages)/employees (in million SEK). 

0.431 
(0.366) 

0.433 
(0.353) 

Exp share Sales sold abroad/sales 0.068 
(0.192) 

0.131 
(0.250) 

Firm age Age of the firm if established after 1972. Otherwise 
year-1973. 

8.726 
(6.688) 

9.972 
(7.205) 

Age Average age of the employees  39.055 
(6.039) 

Profits/L Profits, net of financial deduction (in million SEK). 0.051 
(0.486) 

0.057 
(0.432) 

Number of obs.  128 328 41 038 
    
Individual variables    
Wages Monthly full-time equivalent salary, including wage, 

bonus, payment for overtime and work at unsocial 
hours (2000 years prices).  

 17811 
(560) 

Experience Age minus number of years of schooling minus 
seven. 

 22 
(13) 

Number of obs.   9 989 595 
    
    
Presented are means, standard deviations within parenthesis and number of observations in [ ] when less 
observation then the whole sample. The data cover Swedish firms and individuals for the period 1990-
2002.  All monetary variables are in 1990 SEK. 
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Table 2. The number of firm and acquisitions for every year 
 

Year Firms Acquired Acquired % 
1991 5230 74 1.41 
1992 4967 46 0.92 
1993 4859 93 1.91 
1994 5663 167 2.95 
1995 6263 136 2.17 
1996 7738 232 3.00 
1997 9912 133 1.34 
1998 10523 182 1.73 
1999 10763 204 1.90 
2000 11327 238 2.10 
2001 11840 421 3.56 
2002 12182 236 1.94 
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Table 3. The effect of takeovers and product market competition on the share of women 
employed. Firm-level estimates 1990-2002. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The dependent variable is the share of total employees at the firm. The independent variables are; (i) 
Acquisition is a dummy taking the value 1 if the firm has changed ownership from domestic to foreign or 
foreign to domestic; (ii) Competition is a measure of product market competition described in section 3.2; 
(iii) L is the number of employees; (iv) Capital/L is capital stock per employee; (v) R&D/L is spending on 
R&D per employee; (vi) Share high skilled is the share of employees with higher education; (vii) Value 
added /L is firm level value added per employee; (viii) Export share is the share of sales exported and (iv) 
Share of women ind is the average share of women in the industry. All specifications include firm fixed 
effects and year effects. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level, except in column 2 where they are 
clustered at the industry level. T-statistics are reported under the coefficients and * shows significant at 
10%, ** at 5%, ***at 1% level. 
 

 Share women Share women Share women Share women Share women 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Acquisition 0.003*  0.003* 0.016*** 0.015*** 

 (1.83)  (1.79) (3.62) (3.49) 
Competition  0.001 0.001** 0.001** 0.000 
  (1.59) (2.55) (2.56) (1.63) 
Acq×comp    -0.003*** -0.003*** 

    (3.34) (3.23) 
L -0.005*** -0.005** -0.005*** -0.005*** -0.005*** 

 (3.33) (2.49) (3.34) (3.37) (3.36) 
Capital/L 0.002* 0.002 0.002* 0.002* 0.002 
 (1.94) (1.44) (1.92) (1.89) (1.86)* 

R&D/L 0.000** 0.000*** 0.000** 0.000** 0.000** 

 (2.22) (3.30) (2.21) (2.19) (2.29) 
Share high skilled -0.013 -0.013 -0.013 -0.013 -0.014 
 (1.03) (0.59) (1.01) (1.02) (1.13) 
Value added/L -0.004*** -0.004** -0.004*** -0.004*** -0.004*** 

 (2.87) (2.43) (2.85) (2.89) (2.97) 
Export share 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 
 (0.83) (0.79) (0.83) (0.85) (0.88) 
Share women ind.     0.069*** 

     (6.62) 
      
Firm fixed-effects yes yes yes yes yes 
Year effects yes yes yes yes yes 
      
Observations 128 328 128 328 128 328 128 328 128 328 
R-squared 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 
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Table 4. The effect of takeovers and product market competition on the share of women 
employed in different skill groups. Firm-level estimates 1990-2002 on the matched 
sample. 

 
The dependent variable is the share of women within different educational categories. Workers are 
categorized as highly education if completed at least 3-years of university, medium educated if completed 
at least 2 years of secondary schooling and low educated if less education than medium. The independent 
variables are; (i) Acquisition is a dummy taking the value 1 if the firm has changed ownership from 
domestic to foreign or foreign to domestic; (ii) Competition is a measure of product market competition 
described in section 3.2; (iii) L is the number of employees; (iv) Capital/L is capital stock per employee; (v) 
R&D/L is spending on R&D per employee; (vi) Share high skilled is the share of employees with higher 
education; (vii) Value added /L is firm level value added per employee; (viii) Export share is the share of 
sales exported and (iv) Age is the average age of the employees. All specifications include firm fixed 
effects and year effects. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level in column 1, 3, 5 and 7, and at the 
industry level in column 2, 4 and 6. T-statistics are reported under the coefficients and * shows significant 
at 10%, ** at 5%, ***at 1% level. 
 
 

 Share 
Women 

Women 
high 

Women 
high 

Women 
medium 

Women 
medium 

Women 
low 

Women 
low 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Acquisition 0.018*** 0.004 0.018 0.006 0.044*** -0.006 -0.003 
 (3.60) (0.53) (0.82) (1.15) (3.34) (1.08) (0.20) 
Competition 0.001*** 0.000 0.000 0.001* 0.001* 0.001 0.001 
 (3.39) (0.17) (0.14) (1.91) (1.80) (1.10) (1.10) 
Acq×comp -0.003***  -0.003  -0.008***  -0.001 
 (3.72)  (0.66)  (3.05)  (0.26) 
L -0.007*** -0.002 -0.003 -0.012*** -0.012*** -0.007 -0.007 
 (2.67) (0.38) (0.41) (2.68) (2.77) (1.27) (1.27) 
Capital/L 0.002 -0.000 -0.000 0.003 0.003 0.007*** 0.007*** 

 (1.40) (0.05) (0.10) (1.56) (1.47) (2.84) (2.83) 
R&D/L -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
 (0.16) (1.22) (1.22) (0.23) (0.23) (1.23) (1.23) 
Share high  0.030 0.092** 0.091** 0.096*** 0.096*** 0.097** 0.097** 

skilled (1.26) (2.08) (2.07) (3.07) (3.06) (2.37) (2.37) 
Value  0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.004 -0.004 0.010 0.010 
added/L (0.16) (0.03) (0.01) (0.70) (0.67) (1.46) (1.46) 
Export share -0.003 -0.013 -0.012 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 
 (0.80) (0.99) (0.97) (0.04) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 
Age -0.000 -0.195*** -0.196*** 0.083*** 0.083*** 0.090*** 0.090*** 

 (0.11) (4.10) (4.10) (4.18) (4.15) (3.18) (3.18) 
        
Firm FE yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 
Year effects yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 
        
Observations 41 038 25 008 25 008 40 235 40 235 35 325 35 325 
R-squared 0.98 0.80 0.80 0.85 0.85 0.88 0.88 
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Table 5. The effect of takeovers and product market competition on women’s relative 
wages. Individual-level estimates 1990-2002 on the matched sample. 
 

 
The dependent variable is log full-time equivalent wage. The independent variables are; (i) Acquisition is a 
dummy taking the value 1 if the firm has changed ownership from domestic to foreign or foreign to 
domestic; (ii) Wom is 1 if the individual is a women; (iii) Competition is a measure of product market 
competition described in section 3.2; (iv) Experience2 is an individual’s potential years of labor market 
experience squared; (v) Value added /L is firm level value added per employee; (vi) Capital/L is capital 
stock per employee and (vii) L is the number of employees. All specifications include worker-firm spell 
fixed effects and year effects. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level, except in column 2 and 5 
where they are clustered at the industry level. T-statistics are reported under the coefficients and * shows 
significant at 10%, ** at 5%, ***at 1% level.     
 
 

 ln(wage) ln(wage) ln(wage) ln(wage) ln(wage) ln(wage) ln(wage) 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Acquisition -0.003  -0.003 -0.005  -0.005 0.006 
 (0.41)  (0.45) (0.79)  (0.80) (0.61) 
Acq×wom 0.004  0.006 0.004  0.005 -0.003 
 (0.75)  (1.06) (0.78)  (1.05) (0.37) 
Competition  -0.003* -0.003***  -0.003* -0.003*** -0.003*** 

  (1.91) (3.30)  (1.88) (3.16) (2.98) 
Comp×wom  0.002** 0.002***  0.002* 0.002*** 0.002*** 

  (2.21) (3.72)  (1.90) (3.07) (2.89) 
Acq×comp       -0.002 
       (1.34) 
Acq×comp×       0.002 
wom       (1.16) 
Experience2    -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** 

    (26.68) (15.08) (26.83) (26.84) 
L    0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004 
    (0.96) (1.08) (1.10) (1.09) 
Capital/L    0.005 0.005 0.005* 0.004 
    (1.60) (1.26) (1.65) (1.64) 
Value     0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 
added/L    (0.56) (0.36) (0.51) (0.50) 
Share high     0.141*** 0.141** 0.140*** 0.140*** 

skilled    (3.46) (2.64) (3.45) (3.44) 
        
Spell FE yes Yes yes yes yes yes yes 
Year effects yes Yes yes yes yes yes yes 
        
Observations 9 989 595 9 989 595 9 989 595 9 989 595 9 989 595 9 989 595 9 989 595 
R-squared 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 
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Table 6. Different educational categories 
 

The dependent variable is log full-time equivalent wage. The sample is divided in workers with high 
(column 1-3), medium (column 4-6) and low (column 7-9) education. Workers are categorized as highly 
education if completed at least 3-years of university, medium educated if completed at least 2 years of 
secondary schooling and low educated if less education.  The independent variables are; (i) acquisition is a 
dummy taking the value 1 if the firm has changed ownership from domestic to foreign or foreign to 
domestic; (ii) wom is 1 if the individual is a women; (iii) competition is a measure of product market 
competition described in section 3.2; (iv) experience2 is an individual’s potential years of labor market 
experience squared; (v) value added /L is firm level value added per employee; (vi) capital/L is capital 
stock per employee and (vii) L is the number of employees. All specifications include spell (worker-firm) 
fixed effects and year effects. Standard errors are clustered on firm level, except in column 1,4 and 7 where 
they are clustered on industry level. T-statistics are reported under the coefficients and * shows significant 
at 10%, ** at 5%, ***at 1% level.     
 
 

 lnwage Lnwage lnwage lnwage lnwage lnwage lnwage lnwage lnwage 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
 high high High medium medium medium low low low 
Acquisition  0.004 -0.003  -0.005 0.008  -0.007 0.001 
  (0.41) (0.22)  (0.82) (0.86)  (1.36) (0.05) 
Acq×wom  -0.015*** -0.000  0.002 -0.003  0.008* -0.007 
  (4.28) (0.04)  (0.35) (0.32)  (1.75) (0.75) 
Competition -0.004*** -0.004*** -0.004*** -0.003* -0.003*** -0.003*** -0.002 -0.002*** -0.002*** 

 (3.35) (3.75) (3.72) (1.90) (3.11) (2.88) (1.42) (2.79) (2.71) 
Comp×wom 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.002* 0.002*** 0.002*** 0.001 0.001* 0.001 
 (4.15) (4.34) (4.41) (1.86) (2.72) (2.58) (0.87) (1.77) (1.55) 
Acq×comp   0.001   -0.002   -0.001 
   (0.89)   (1.53)   (0.85) 
Acq×comp×wom   -0.003**   0.001   0.003* 

   (1.97)   (0.59)   (1.80) 
Experience2 -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** 

 (19.13) (27.81) (27.81) (16.74) (33.14) (33.15) (13.75) (21.79) (21.86) 
L 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.018*** 0.018*** 0.018*** 

 (1.38) (1.38) (1.38) (1.14) (1.19) (1.17) (3.34) (3.86) (3.86) 
Capital/L 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.010* 0.010*** 0.010*** 

 (1.22) (1.25) (1.25) (1.24) (1.58) (1.56) (1.85) (2.83) (2.84) 
Share high  0.125** 0.125** 0.125** 0.132*** 0.130*** 0.130*** 0.080*** 0.079** 0.078** 

skilled (2.33) (2.26) (2.26) (2.73) (3.79) (3.79) (2.83) (2.49) (2.49) 
Value  -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.005 0.005 0.005 -0.007 -0.007 -0.007 
added/L (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.71) (1.00) (0.99) (0.83) (1.04) (1.04) 
          
Spell FE yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 
Year effects yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 
          
Observations 906875 906875 906875 6291538 6291538 6291538 2410769 2410769 2410769 
R-squared 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.89 0.89 0.89 
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Table 7. Share of women and acquisition. 

 
The dependent variable a dummy variable indicating if the firm changed ownership in period t or not. The 
independent variables are; (i) share of women is the share of women in the firm; (ii) comp is a measure of 
product market competition described in section 3.2; (iii) L is the number of employees; (iv) capital/L is 
capital stock per employee; (v) R&D/L is spending on R&D per employee; (vi) share high skilled is the 
share of employees with higher education; (vii) value added /L is firm level value added per employee; 
(viii) exp share is the share of sales exported and (iv) firm age is the age of the firm. All specifications 
include industry-year effects. Standard errors are clustered on firm level. T-statistics are reported under the 
coefficients and * shows significant at 10%, ** at 5%, ***at 1% level. 
 
 

 Acquisition Acquisition Acquisition Acquisition 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Share woment-1 0.013*** 0.011*** 0.011*** 0.021*** 

 (3.89) (3.40) (3.39) (3.05) 
Share woment-1    -0.002* 

×comp    (1.73) 
Lt1  0.007*** 0.007*** 0.007*** 

  (8.98) (8.98) (8.99) 
Capital/Lt-1  0.000 0.000 0.000 
  (0.21) (0.29) (0.29) 
R&D/Lt-1  -0.000* -0.000* -0.000* 

  (1.85) (1.86) (1.85) 
Value added/Lt-1   -0.000 -0.000 
   (0.21) (0.22) 
Share high skilledt-1  0.021*** 0.021*** 0.021*** 

  (5.51) (5.47) (5.43) 
Exp sharet-1  0.028*** 0.028*** 0.028*** 

  (6.62) (6.62) (6.63) 
Firm aget-1  -0.008*** -0.008*** -0.008*** 

  (10.83) (10.82) (10.83) 
     
Industry-time  yes yes yes yes 
effects     
     
Observations 94353 94353 94353 94353 
R-squared 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 
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Table 8. Share of women and acquisition (different educational categories). 

 
The dependent variable a dummy variable indicating if the firm changed ownership in period t or not. The 
independent variables are; (i) share of women is the share of women in the firm; (ii) comp is a measure of 
product market competition described in section 3.2; (iii) management women is the share of management 
positions taken by women; (iv)-(vi) are the share of women in different educational categories. Workers are 
categorized as highly education if completed at least 3-years of university, medium educated if completed 
at least 2 years of secondary schooling and low educated if less education than medium; (vii) L is the 
number of employees; (viii) capital/L is capital stock per employee; (ix) R&D/L is spending on R&D per 
employee; (x) share high skilled is the share of employees with higher education; (xi) value added /L is 
firm level value added per employee; (xii) exp share is the share of sales exported and (xiii) firm age is the 
age of the firm. All specifications include industry-year effects. Standard errors are clustered on firm level. 
T-statistics are reported under the coefficients and * shows significant at 10%, ** at 5%, ***at 1% level. 
       

 acq acq acq acq acq acq 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Share woment-1 0.034*** 0.066*** 0.041*** 0.045*** 0.042*** 0.036*** 

 (4.74) (5.16) (3.33) (4.27) (4.28) (3.62) 
Share woment-1  -0.006***     
×comp  (3.38)     
Managemnt    0.037*    
woment-1   (1.77)    
High edu     -0.001   
woment-1    (0.24)   
Medium edu     -0.007  
woment-1     (0.98)  
Low edu       -0.004 
woment-1      (0.59) 
Lt-1 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.009*** 0.003** 0.005*** 0.005*** 

 (4.69) (4.64) (5.35) (2.55) (4.58) (4.86) 
Capital/Lt-1 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 
 (0.49) (0.51) (0.32) (0.39) (0.51) (0.67) 
R&D/Lt-1 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000* 

 (1.46) (1.45) (0.78) (0.58) (1.51) (1.85) 
Share high  -0.003 -0.004 -0.022* -0.024** -0.001 -0.003 
skilledt-1 (0.35) (0.45) (1.75) (2.31) (0.08) (0.26) 
Exp sharet-1 0.029*** 0.029*** 0.024** 0.029*** 0.029*** 0.028*** 

 (4.56) (4.53) (2.30) (3.51) (4.48) (4.19) 
Firm aget-1 -0.007*** -0.007*** -0.009*** -0.011*** -0.007*** -0.006*** 

 (4.63) (4.62) (3.54) (5.05) (4.63) (3.78) 
Aget-1 -0.002 -0.002 -0.033** -0.033** -0.006 -0.015* 

 (0.38) (0.34) (2.31) (2.51) (0.79) (1.82) 
Value added/Lt-1 -0.003 -0.003 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003 -0.004 
 (0.77) (0.81) (0.56) (0.61) (0.80) (0.89) 
       
Industry-time yes yes yes yes yes yes 
effects       
       
Observations 25883 25883 10509 16376 25572 23207 
R-squared 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.06 
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Table 9. Share of women and firm performance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The dependent variable a profits divided by sales. The independent variables are; (i) share of women is the 
share of women in the firm; (ii) comp is a measure of product market competition described in section 3.2; 
(iii) L is the number of employees; (iv) capital/L is capital stock per employee; (v) R&D/L is spending on 
R&D per employee; (vi) share high skilled is the share of employees with higher education and (vii) exp 
share is the share of sales exported. All specifications include firm fixed effects. Standard errors are 
clustered on firm level. T-statistics are reported under the coefficients and * shows significant at 10%, ** at 
5%, ***at 1% level     
 
 
 

 Profits/Sales Profits/Sales Profits/Sales 
 (1) (2) (3) 
Share women 5.693 5.779 5.037 
 (1.24) (1.24) (1.21) 
Share women× comp   0.161 
   (1.05) 
Competition   -0.165 
   (0.88) 
L  -0.394 0.399 
  (0.62) (0.63) 
Capital/L  -0.203 0.200 
  (1.50) (1.51) 
R&D/L  -0.009 -0.009 
  (0.41) (0.41) 
Share high skilled  5.745 5.710 
  (1.01) (1.01) 
Exp share  -4.734 -4.745 
  (0.90) (0.90) 
    
Firm fixed-effects Yes Yes Yes 
Year effects Yes Yes Yes 
    
    
Observations 128328 128328 128328 
R-squared 0.37 0.37 0.37 


